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CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, morning business is
closed.

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of S.
1219, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1219) to reform the financing of
Federal elections, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the
subject of today’s debate is ostensibly
campaign finance reform. It is cur-
rently fashionable to say that all of
our ills as a nation are caused by in-
competent officeholders—or worse,
politicians who have been bought by
special interests through the process of
campaign contributions. So we are
gathering to debate a bill that is sup-
posed to fix that.

Who can possibly be in favor of a sys-
tem like that? To some, this should be
an easy vote. Destroy the status quo.
Anything would be better. So | am in
favor of destroying the status quo, Mr.
President, but | reject the idea that
anything will be better, and particu-
larly the bill that is before us.

| believe there is at stake here an
issue that is far more fundamental
than campaign finance reform. Perhaps
without realizing it, we are dealing
with the most crucial political ques-
tions that any society can confront, is-
sues that were confronted and resolved
by those that we now refer to as the
Founding Fathers.

Accordingly, Mr. President, | wish to
deviate from the direct bill in front of
us long enough to move this debate
into a context that goes back to the
Founding Fathers.

I begin with the writings of James
Madison, commonly called ‘‘the father
of the Constitution.” His work, along
with that of his fellow Virginian,
Thomas Jefferson, is now on display in
the National Archives, America’s most
hallowed document, our political scrip-
tures, if you will: the Constitution, the
Declaration of Independence, and the
Bill of Rights.

However, today | am not going to be
quoting either from the Constitution
or the Bill of Rights, both of which
were products of Madison’s genius, but
rather from what has come to be
known as the Federalist Papers, a se-
ries of political tracts written during
the time that the Nation was debating
the ratification of the Constitution. At
that time, there were many people who
were afraid of the impact the Constitu-
tion would have on their existing Gov-
ernment, and to allay those fears,
James Madison, along with John Jay
and Alexander Hamilton, set forth the
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clear statement of the intellectual and
philosophical underpinnings of Amer-
ican Government.

It has added relevance to the debate
on campaign finance reform because in
the 10th of this series of publications,
that which has come to be known as
the 10th Federalist, Madison addressed
the fundamental question of what to do
about what we now call special inter-
ests.

The 18th century word for ‘‘special
interest” was ‘“‘faction,”” so | will use
the terms “‘faction’ and ‘“‘special inter-
est” interchangeably.

Quoting now from the 10th Federal-
ist, |1 give you Madison’s definition of
what a faction is. Faction:

. . a number of citizens . . . who are unit-
ed and actuated by . . . common impulse of
passion or . . . interest, adverse to the rights
of other citizens.

I can think of no better description
of a special interest than that one.

Madison then tells us, ‘“There are
two methods of curing the mischiefs of
faction: * * * removing its causes’ or
“‘removing its effects.”

He then tells us, “There are again
two methods of removing the causes of
faction: * * * by destroying * * * lib-
erty’’ or ‘“‘by giving to every citizen the
same opinions, the same passions and
the same interests.”’

Appropriately, Madison then de-
scribes the first remedy, that is, the
destruction of liberty, as “* * * worse
than the disease.” | think all Ameri-
cans would agree with this. Controlling
the mischiefs that come from special
interests by destroying the basic lib-
erty that guarantees each American
his or her own right of opinion would
destroy the very basis of the Nation in
which we live.

Now, referring to the second way of
dealing with factions, that is, “* * *
giving to every citizen the same opin-
ions * * * passions * * * and interests,”’
Madison says, ““The second * * * is as
impractical as the first would be un-
wise. As long as the reason of man con-
tinues fallible * * * different opinions
will be formed.”” He summarizes, “The
latent causes of faction are thus sown
in the nature of man.”

Again, Mr. President, no contem-
porary writer could place the situation
more precisely than Madison has. Spe-
cial interests arise among us because
we are free, and, as long as we are free
we will disagree to one extent or an-
other.

Madison continues. He says, ‘“The in-
ference to which we are brought is,
that the causes of faction cannot be re-
moved * * * and that relief is only to
be sought in the means of controlling
its effects.” He then tells us, “* * * re-
lief is supplied by the republican prin-
ciple.”

Now, by using the word “‘republican,”’
Madison is clearly not referring to the
modern Republican Party. He is dif-
ferentiating between a democracy and
a republic as a governmental form. He
says, ‘““The two great points of dif-
ference between a democracy and a re-
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public are, first, the delegation of the
government in the latter, to a small
group of citizens elected by the rest.
Secondly, the greater number of citi-
zens * * * over which the latter may be
extended.”

Referring to the greater number of
citizens that are governed by a repub-
lic, he tells us why this will defeat the
pressures of special interests. Quoting,
“The influence of factious leaders may
kindle a flame within their particular
States, but will be unable to spread a
general conflagration throughout the
other States.”

I will say more about this in a mo-
ment, but for now it is his point of the
difference between the democracy and
a republic which | wish to stress. In a
pure democracy, every decision is made
by the vote of every citizen; in a repub-
lic, as Madison says, ‘“The delegation
(goes) to a small number of citizens
elected by the rest.” It is this repub-
lican form of government that the Con-
stitution gives us and under which we
have lived for well over two centuries.

Now, since the representatives in our
Republic are freely elected, as con-
trasted to those who were chosen by
the Communists to serve in the Repub-
lics of the old Soviet Union of Repub-
lics, modern commentators use the
term ‘‘democracy’’ to describe us, and
if we interpret the word ‘‘democracy’’
to mean a system where everybody
gets to vote, | have no objection to
that term. However, as a description of
governmental structure, applying the
term ‘“‘democracy’ to the United
States is a misstatement.

What does all this have to do with
campaign finance reform? In my view,
it has a great deal to do with it. Cam-
paign finance reform is about the
power of special interest groups—fac-
tions—and how to control that power,
the very subject of the 10th Federalist
paper.

Let us take modern tools of commu-
nication and insert them into the
model that Madison gave us. For in-
stance, is it now possible for a modern
special interest or faction to create a
conflagration simultaneously in sev-
eral States? Given the wide reach of
television, national publications, the
Internet, the answer is clearly yes. A
special interest group, be it a labor
union, an environmentalist group, a
business alliance or a religious associa-
tion, now possesses the means, if it can
raise the money, to reach every citizen
in the country virtually simulta-
neously without regard to any political
boundaries or geographical boundaries
that might exist. Examples of this are
all around us.

First, various religious organizations
calling themselves the Christian Coali-
tion have banded together, and by
using the outlets of communication
available to them in both churches and
the media, in 1994 put out a common
message to all of those who are adher-
ents to those particular denomina-
tions. They greatly influenced the out-
come of the election that year, and
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they have promised to repeat the proc-
ess in 1996.

Second, the National Rifle Associa-
tion sent broad mailings and purchased
advertising time on the electronic
media to make sure that everyone who
agreed with their views with respect to
gun legislation would be stimulated to
go to the polls and support candidates
of the same mind.

Third, the AFL-CIO has publicly an-
nounced that by increasing the com-
pulsory dues levied on their members,
they are going to raise at least $35 mil-
lion, which will be spent in an effort to
guarantee that candidates who support
their political agenda will be elected to
the House of Representatives in 1996.

And finally, on an issue perhaps clos-
er to home for me as a Senator from
Utah, recently groups of environmental
supporters concerned about a bill relat-
ing to land use in Utah, which was in-
troduced by members of the Utah dele-
gation, purchased full-page ads in the
major newspapers in major cities all
across the country urging an outpour-
ing of communication to Congress
seeking defeat of this particular legis-
lation. They were successful in creat-
ing a filibuster in the Senate that saw
the bill go down.

Madison’s statement that ‘“the influ-
ence of factious leaders may kindle the
flame within their particular States
but will be unable to spread a general
conflagration throughout the other
States’ is clearly no longer true. That
means we must return to the other
‘‘great point of difference between a de-
mocracy and a republic” of which
Madison speaks, namely, ‘“the delega-
tion of the government to a small num-
ber of citizens elected by the rest.”

It is through this device primarily
that we must now find hope for protec-
tion against the tyranny of a pure de-
mocracy where a faction able to tem-
porarily gain a majority position can
then ride roughshod over the interests
and opinions of all the other citizens in
society.

I realize that when he talks about
the republican principle, Madison is
talking about officials after they take
office, but the same principle applies to
campaigns. We do not vote in cam-
paigns as a pure democracy, deciding
every issue. Instead, we choose among
Madison’s phrase a ‘‘small number of
citizens” who have offered themselves
to serve in public office. Through a
process of conventions or primaries or
both we winnow this number down to
the final choice. It is done through a
democratic process, but it is an exam-
ple of the republican representative
principle nonetheless.

The rhetoric we are hearing about
campaign reform flies in the face of
this preference for a republican prin-
ciple. The more we limit the amount of
money that is available to candidates—
those who will be representative once
they are in office—the more we weaken
the republican principle and strengthen
the hand of special interests. This is
particularly ironic in view of the calls
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for this kind of reform in the name of
weakening the power of special inter-
ests.

Envision the following: Assume a
congressional district with candidate A
and candidate B, under strict spending
limitations. This means that each has
a limit on the amount he or she can
tell the voters about his or her position
on particular issues. The special inter-
ests, on the other hand—the labor
unions, the environmentalists, the
Christian Coalition or the NRA—have
no such limits, which means that the
voters can and presumably will be
bombarded with information coming
exclusively from those groups and
aimed at influencing their vote.

Exercising their first amendment
right of free speech, the special inter-
ests will never have limitations placed
upon them, nor should they. The first
amendment is too precious. But in the
name of campaign finance reform, we
will create a situation where the voters
will receive proportionately less and
less information from the candidates
and more and more information from
the special interests, so the voters will
ultimately make their choices on the
basis of which special interest message
is the most persuasive. The candidate’s
intellect, training, character, and tal-
ent will all become secondary if not, in
the end, lost altogether in the elective
process. The Republican principle of
representative government will be
weakened and washed away. Office-
holders will become more and more in-
significant.

We have a clear example of how this
can happen in the current workings of
the electoral college. That is an insti-
tution that is so arcane that very few
of our citizens even know that it ex-
ists. But the Founding Fathers in-
tended to have the electoral college
work this way: Voters in the individual
States would pick outstanding citizens
in their States to represent them in
the process of choosing a President. If
the electors were unable to produce a
majority for any one individual, the
choice would then move to the House
of Representatives. It was anticipated
in the time of the ratification of the
Constitution that the election of a
President by Members of the House of
Representatives would be a frequent
occurrence if not, indeed, the norm.

Today, even the names of the elec-
tors let alone their opinions or quali-
fications, are virtually unknown to the
voters, most of whom think they are
casting a vote directly for one Presi-
dential candidate or the other. The
power of the Presidential candidate to
reach over the heads of the electors
and appeal directly to the voters is so
strong that the electoral college has
become virtually a dead letter. Indeed,
there are now laws on the books in a
number of States that prohibit the
electors from exercising their own
judgment as the Founding Fathers had
intended that they would. I am not
here to call for reform of the electoral
college. But | give this as an example

S6681

of what can happen when the qualifica-
tions of the individuals become over-
whelmed with advertising dollars that
go to the point on which the individual
is supposed to vote.

If, in the name of campaign reform,
we set up a circumstance that limits
the ability of a candidate to raise and
spend his or her own money, therefore
limiting that candidate’s ability to put
forth his or her own positions, we
weaken the ability of the candidate to
stand up to a special interest. When we
say to a candidate, ““If you disagree
with the position taken by the AFL-
ClO, or the Sierra Club, or the Chris-
tian Coalition, or the trial lawyers, or
the NRA, or whatever, you have only a
limited number of dollars available to
make your case; while they, on the
other hand, can say whatever they
want, without limitation, about you
and your position.” That is not a fair
fight. That puts the candidate who
would be the constitutional representa-
tive at a serious disadvantage as op-
posed to the special interest. That is
not the position that Madison laid out
for the American people as he de-
scribed the Constitution, and it is not
the kind of fundamental change in our
political life that we should be pursu-
ing here.

I can hear the question now. “All
right, Senator BENNETT, thanks for the
civics lesson, the political science lec-
ture. If you do not like this bill, what
proposals do you have to try to clean
up the influence of special interest
money in America?”’

I have a proposal. It is not in the
form of legislation, but can be reduced
to legislation as soon as | feel | have
stirred up enough support for it. | be-
lieve in the power of full disclosure. |
would support measures that would
eliminate all limitations on candidates
to raise and spend money, as long as
those candidates were open and candid
in disclosing to the voters where that
money came from. | would extend
those disclosure requirements to the
special interests. At least with the
AFL-CIO, we know where the money
comes from. It comes from their in-
creasing the levy on their members.
That very fact has produced an issue in
itself, as people have complained that
their money is going to support can-
didates that they themselves do not
support. That Kkind of debate is
healthy.

The more people know where the
money comes from, the better off we
are going to be in our political dis-
course. We do not know where all of
the money that supports Common
Cause comes from. They are immune
from the kind of disclosure that can-
didates have to meet. We do not know
the exact nature of the contributions
that keep open the doors of the Chris-
tian Coalition. They, too, are immune
from the kind of disclosure require-
ments that candidates have to meet.
We do not know the extent to which
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people on the payrolls of these organi-
zations show up in campaigns to per-
form services on behalf of the cam-
paign, either for or against the can-
didate involved. | do not condemn any
of these activities. They are free, prop-
er expressions of one’s rights under the
Constitution. But | say the way to
limit the power of special interests in
our political process is to open the door
of disclosure upon those special inter-
ests, to maintain and increase, if nec-
essary, the full disclosure requirements
on candidates, but leave the candidates
free to raise and spend whatever money
they need to defend themselves against
the money that is raised and spent
against them, directly, by the special
interests.

If we are to preserve the principles
laid down by Madison and his contem-
poraries, we have the right to know
more about the inner workings of fac-
tions than we do now. As long as mod-
ern communications have made them
major players in the political game,
they should be treated as such and
brought under the appropriate kinds of
sunshine requirements that we have
decided as a Nation that we want our
candidates to live under. They should
not be given a free ride while the can-
didates, who need to protect them-
selves against the pressures from these
special interests, are held back with ar-
tificial and, in my view, tremendously
unwise limitations.

For these reasons, then, | would sup-
port an elimination of all limitations
on candidates’ fundraising and can-
didates’ spending, with full and solid
disclosure requirements, making sure
that voters knew where that money
came from, and then applying the same
principle, no limitation on spending
but full disclosure on those special in-
terests that seek now to gain unfair ad-
vantage by virtue of the passage of this
legislation.

I am sure in the course of this debate
I will have plenty of opportunity to ex-
pound further on this theme, so | will
leave it at that and yield the floor.

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, | paid
close attention to Senator BENNETT’S
remarks. 1 must say | agree with him
on several of the issues that he raised
concerning campaign finance reform.
Really, what this issue is going to be
all about, to start with, Mr. President,
is not about whether we can improve
and make better proposals for cam-
paign finance reform; the question is,
are we going to have it? That is going
to be embodied in the cloture vote to-
morrow. If we cannot cut off debate, we
know that this issue will be shelved for
the near term.

If we do invoke cloture, then Senator
BENNETT will propose his amendment,
which he said he could quickly trans-
form into legislation. | will be glad to
consider it; 1 will be glad to debate it,
and | hope that Senator BENNETT, and
others who think that this proposal is
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less than perfect, which indeed it is
less than perfect, will seize the oppor-
tunity to vote in favor of cloture, and
then we would have unlimited amend-
ments to the bill.

If we do not invoke cloture, then
clearly the Senate has to move on to
other business.

Mr. President, | am not despondent,
but I am not optimistic about our
chances of getting 60 votes. | am not
sure whether we will or will not. I con-
tinue to hope so. | hope Members and,
more important, the American public
will pay attention to this debate. |
talked to several of my colleagues on
this side of the aisle who are very
aware of the political ramifications of
filibustering campaign finance reform.
But | also understand that the odds
may be against it.

Let me point out that if the chal-
lengers were voting today instead of
the incumbents, | think the outcome
might be very different. Let me show
you one of the reasons why. In 1995,
this is what the FEC reported, and |
am sure the numbers are the same for
1996: $59.2 million contributed by politi-
cal action committees to incumbents;
$3.9 million to challengers.

We can talk about the Federalist Pa-
pers, we can talk about Monroe and
Madison, and, by the way, we will be
talking about constitutional scholars,
including the Congressional Research
Service, who have stated unequivocally
that this proposal is constitutional.

But, Mr. President, no one—no one,
no one, no one—can allege that we
have a level playing field today when
these kind of contributions have been
made in favor of incumbents. By the
way, that is not for Democrat incum-
bents, it is not for Republican incum-
bents; it is for incumbents, and it is
wrong and we know it is wrong. It
needs to be fixed, and the American
people want it fixed, and it should be
fixed.

After being in a 10-year battle on the
line-item veto, | know it is going to be
fixed. It may not be this year, it may
not be next year, it may not be the
year after, but it is going to be fixed,
because you have to believe the Amer-
ican people will be heard.

Mr. President, according to two poll-
sters, most widely respected pollsters
in America:

When asked: ““Which of the following
do you think really controls the Fed-
eral Government in Washington?’’ reg-
istered voters responded:

The lobbyists and special interests,
49 percent; the Republicans in Con-
gress, 25 percent; haven’t thought
much about this, 14 percent; the Presi-
dent, 6 percent; the Democrats in Con-
gress, 6 percent.

When asked: “Those who make large
campaign contributions get special fa-
vors from politicians * * *”” respond-
ents said that this is:

One of the things that worries you
most, 34 percent; worries you a great
deal, 34 percent; worries you some, 20
percent; worries you not too much, 5
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percent; worries you not at all, 3 per-
cent.

Sixty-eight percent of the American
people, according to this poll, said in
response to the question, “Those who
make large campaign contributions get
special favors from politicians * * *.”’
Sixty-eight percent of the American
people said that it is one of the things
that worries them most or worries
them a great deal.

When asked: ‘“We need campaign fi-
nance reform to make politicians ac-
countable to average voters rather
than special interests .. .;”” voters
stated this was:

Very convincing, 59 percent; some-
what convincing, 31 percent; not very
convincing, 5 percent; not at all con-
vincing, 4 percent; and don’t know, 2
percent.

Later in this debate, I am going to
show other polling data which shows
that the approval rating of Congress is
at a very impressive 19 percent ap-
proval, 71 percent disapproval, and I
will show other polling data that show,
despite what some of my colleagues
may feel, that this is an important
issue with the American people, it is
something they believe needs to be
changed, and they do believe that it is
a corrupting influence in the Congress.

I am not alleging that it is, Mr.
President, but | am alleging that the
belief is out there and the lack of con-
fidence in our political system over
time can be devastating to democracy.

There are a lot of editorials that we
will be submitting for the RECORD, 261
editorials from 161 newspapers and pub-
lications, urging support for campaign
finance reform. These editorials have
been published since January 1, 1995.
Some of these are very good, and some
of them not so good. Some of them, I
think, are very illustrative.

Let me quote one from the East Ore-
gonian. | do not want to talk too long
in this particular round, because Sen-
ator FEINGOLD, Senator WELLSTONE,
and others want to talk. This is from
the East Oregonian, September 31, 1995:

They’re still out there, these folks the
press keeps calling the Perot voters. This
even though most PV’s don’t have much use
anymore for the eccentric, unpredictable
zillionaire who stabbed his followers in the
back when he withdrew from the 1992 Presi-
dential campaign and goofily reentered the
race. Let’s not call them Perot voters any-
more, let’s call them disgusted voters, DV’s.

Like some of the things Perot addressed,
they are still waiting for another politician
to pick up the ball, and if that means a third
party movement, so be it. DV’s are Demo-
crats, Republicans, liberals, conservatives,
all religious and ethnic groups. What is
unique to them is not their views on Federal
spending, foreign policy or social and envi-
ronmental issues. What they all hate is the
legal corruption corroding American poli-
tics, the corruption that comes from special
interest money falling from corporations,
unions, associations and coalitions into po-
litical action committees and then funneled
into campaign coffers. The final results are
committee and floor votes that don’t have
much to do with conscience or constituents’
needs. That linkage of votes with money is
what disgusts voters more than any single
Issue.
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Mr. President, | intend to quote from
a number of these editorials as this dis-
cussion and debate goes on this evening
and tomorrow.

I first want to take a moment to
thank my colleague from Wisconsin,
which | should have done at the begin-
ning of my remarks. My colleague from
Wisconsin has been dedicated, he has
been zealous, and he has been totally
cooperative. | am proud to not only
work with him on a professional basis
but, as we have worked on other reform
issues, | consider him a good and dear
friend. More important, I am pleased
that we have in the Senator from Wis-
consin a person who is dedicated to
true reform and one whose entire ca-
reer has been hallmarked by a forth-
coming and very honest attitude to-
ward the people of his State and this
country. I am pleased to be able to
work with him on this and other issues
as | have.

| repeat, Mr. President, if we had vot-
ing challengers today, if leading chal-
lengers who have won the primary
would vote today, | know what the vote
would be, because | hear too many of
them, when they run for Congress, say,
““As soon as | get there, we’re going to
clean this up, we’re going to give the
challengers a chance.”

I know of no objective observer of the
political process today who believes
that there is a level playing field be-
tween incumbent and challenger, and
this is ample evidence of it. As we go
through the debate | will provide much
more evidence.

As | said, we can quote from the Fed-
eralist Papers. We can quote from dif-
ferent ones of our Founding Fathers. |
could quote from different amendments
of the Constitution. There is one part
of all these important documents that
I would cite to my friend from Utah;
and that is ‘““We hold these truths to be
self-evident, that all men are created
equal,” equal, equal. There is no equal-
ity in the political system today for
people who are challenging.

Everybody talks about the great
turnover in 1994, how so many incum-
bents were thrown out, and there were
so many new faces. Do you know, Mr.
President, 91 percent of the incumbents
who sought reelection were elected in
1994? There is a wonderful editorial
here from the Philadelphia Inquirer
that talks about a tale of two incum-
bents and shows why the campaign fi-
nance system must be fixed and how it
could be. Mr. President, | will go into
that later on.

I am going to go into details of our
proposal also later on. We will talk
about the constitutionality of it. But |
do not want us to lose focus in this de-
bate about what this debate is all
about. It is not whether several of the
compromises that Senator FEINGOLD
and | made in order to make this a bi-
partisan issue are the best or not. It is
not about whether, frankly, we should
limit the contributions to 60 percent of
contributions or 60 percent of contribu-
tors in-State.
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What this debate is all about—and we
cannot lose the focus on it—is that a
lot is at stake here, Mr. President. And
what is at stake is the credibility, the
credibility of the Congress of the Unit-
ed States that, one, the best qualified
people are elected to office, and, two,
once they are there, that they act in
the interest of the American people. If
you accept this polling number and
polls | have heard all over the country,
that is not the case, and we have a sig-
nificant problem.

I will repeat again, when asked if
those who make large campaign con-
tributions get special favors from poli-
ticians, 34 percent of the respondents
thinks it worries them most, 34 percent
thinks it worries them a great deal.
And 59 percent of the American people
find it convincing that we need cam-
paign finance reform to make politi-
cians accountable to average voters
rather than special interests.

Mr. President, the average voter in
America thinks they are not listened
to here in Washington, DC. | have to
tell you, from my 14 years experience
here, in some cases they are right.

So, Mr. President, |1 will yield the
floor. I know my friend from Wiscon-
sin, and others, including Senator
WELLSTONE from Minnesota, want to
talk. | appreciate the opportunity. |
hope the American people will call
upon their elected representatives to
bring about this much-needed and fun-
damental change so we can restore con-
fidence in our most important institu-
tions and perhaps remove the cloud of
cynicism that pervades America today.
Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you very
much, Mr. President.

It is very good to be here on the floor
with the Senator from Arizona and to
finally have a chance to debate S. 1219,
the campaign finance reform bill.

I first want to return the com-
pliments from the Senator from Ari-
zona. | appreciate the kind words. |
think everyone in the Senate and ev-
eryone in the country knows this
would not be happening today, whether
we win or not, this would not be hap-
pening today if there were not an inde-
pendent-minded Senator from Arizona
who feels so passionately about cam-
paign and other reforms in this coun-
try that he is willing to take both the
compliments and the lumps that go
with leading a bipartisan effort, which
he has done.

It has been a pleasure and will con-
tinue to be a pleasure because we in-
tend to win this, hopefully tomorrow,
but if not, as the Senator from Arizona
said, the American people will win this
issue when some control is finally ex-
erted over the obscene amount of
money that is now dominating the po-
litical process.

I also want to mention, Mr. Presi-
dent, the new Senator from Tennessee,
one of our main coauthors, Senator
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THOMPSON, whose perspective and help
has been very helpful and very useful
throughout this process, and espe-
cially, of course, the Senator from Min-
nesota, Senator WELLSTONE, who, in
my mind, is the most focused reformer
in this entire body. You name the
issue, | think he is most likely to be
the first person in line to say, let us re-
connect the political process between
elected representatives and the people
back home, rather than the special in-
terests.

We also have had wonderful help
from the Senator from Kansas, Senator
KASSEBAUM, and Senator GRAHAM from
Florida, Senator MURRAY from Wash-
ington, Senator KERRY from Massachu-
setts, and others.

We cannot talk about this bipartisan
effort without reminding everybody it
has been a bicameral effort. Even more
uncommon in the Congress than a bi-
partisan effort is having the two
Houses have cooperation. And there
the Representative from Washington,
LINDA SMITH, and others, have been
very helpful in making this an effort
that the American public has recog-
nized. It did not hurt either that the
President of the United States took the
care in his State of the Union address
to specifically endorse this effort, this
bipartisan effort, as the way to go. And
all of this has helped us move forward.

Mr. President, | also want to thank
the new majority leader for letting this
bill come up. It is not the way | wanted
it to come up. We did not want to have
to start off by having 60 votes just to
get the ball rolling. But it is sure bet-
ter than not having the chance to dis-
cuss it at all. | do appreciate that and
look forward to the process of hope-
fully ending up with a successful vote
tomorrow at about 2 o’clock.

But let us set the record straight, Mr.
President, about what this bill is
about. The first statement by the Sen-
ator from Utah certainly laid out one
view of what this is about. But let us
clear one thing up now. And | know we
are going to have to clear it up over
and over again. This bill has no manda-
tory spending limits that requires
every candidate to only spend a certain
amount. It has a voluntary incentive
system.

You will hear this red herring over
and over again because the opponents
of this bill want you to think that this
bill creates mandatory spending limits
even though we all know that such lim-
its would be unconstitutional under
the decision in Buckley versus Valeo.
So let us remember that. The bill does
not have a mandatory limit on how
much a candidate can spend. No matter
how many times you are led to believe
that is what it does, it is just not true.
It is not in the bill. It is not the
McCain-Feingold bill that we have be-
fore us.

Rather, Mr. President, what we are
offering today in hopes of restoring the
lost faith and confidence of the Amer-
ican people is something very different.
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We are hopeful the Democrats and Re-
publicans can come together and dem-
onstrate to the American people our
willingness to restore some element of
integrity to the political process. So
the proposal we have has different
goals than that suggested by the Sen-
ator from Utah.

Our goals are as follows. We try to
reduce the flow of money in the elec-
toral process that has become domi-
nated by dollars and cents rather than
issues and ideas. We try to end the per-
petual money chase on Capitol Hill by
somehow allowing current office hold-
ers to spend less time raising the reg-
uisite campaign funds and more time
fulfilling their legislative duties and
obligations.

Mr. President, those are important
things but they are not the core of our
proposal. The core of our proposal, the
very heart of this legislation, is, for
the first time, to provide qualified can-
didates who are not millionaires, and
who are not able to amass colossal war
chests and do not have access to the
extensive net worth of well-heeled con-
tributors with an opportunity to run a
fair and competitive campaign for the
U.S. Senate. That is what this bill tries
to do. It tries to give most Americans,
which includes those who are not
multimillionaires, most Americans, a
fighting chance to be a part of this
process, that they were born and
taught to believe was their right. That
is what this effort is about.

Our current campaign system is
heavily tilted in favor of a privileged
few. If you have access to large
amounts of campaign funds, then our
current system is great for you, it ac-
commodates you. If you are a million-
aire and are able to contribute your
own personal wealth to your campaign
without having to participate in the
endless cycle of attending fund raisers
and soliciting contributions, then our
current system is good for you, too.

But, Mr. President, if you are not an
incumbent and you are not worth sev-
eral millions of dollars, and even if you
have a wealth of experience and ideas,
and even a large base of grassroots sup-
port, the sad truth is that such can-
didates are automatically labeled long
shots under the standards set forth
under the current election system.

Why is this, Mr. President? Why is
someone who may have served as a city
council member, who may have been a
police officer or a schoolteacher, who
believes in public service and holds an
ambition to represent their particular
community, why is such a person in
America automatically labeled a ‘““long
shot,” making it so very difficult to
get credibility?

The answer is very simple, Mr. Presi-
dent. The answer, Mr. President, is
money. Money has become the defining
attribute of congressional candidates
in this Nation. If you have money, you
are considered a serious contender; if
you do not have money, you get
stamped on your head the phrase
‘‘automatic long shot.”
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I tell you what happens when some-
one declares their candidacy for the
Senate in this country. They are not
asked about the issues very much.
They are not asked that much about
what level of support they have in
their home States. Maybe at some
point they will be asked that. Those
are not the questions that first greets
either a real candidacy or a planned
candidacy. The question that they are
greeted with has become the determin-
ing question in American politics. The
determining question in American poli-
tics, Mr. President, is, ‘“Hey, where are
you going to get the money? How are
you going to raise all the money? How
much time will it take? How much do
you have to raise every week in order
to be a viable candidate?”” Most of us
have had these questions thrown at us
when we first ran.

If you have the money, you are wel-
comed into our system with open arms.
You are considered a credible can-
didate, and your pursuit of elected of-
fice is considered, right away, to be a
tenable goal. But if you do not have
the money, it is an entirely different
reaction. Such candidates are usually
shunned by the political establishment,
labeled long shots, and entered into an
electoral arena where chances of upset-
ting high finance candidates parallel
their odds maybe of being struck by a
lightning bolt or winning the
Powerball lottery.

Our campaign should be a discourse
between candidates of differing per-
spectives. Instead, we have a system
that is the equivalent of a high-stakes
poker game, where only those players
with the ability to ante up are truly in-
vited to sit at the table and join the
game. It does not matter what sort of
experience you have or what your posi-
tions are or what ideas you can bring
with you. It is all about your ability to
put up big money on the table and ante
up. That is really what this bill is
about, Mr. President. It is not an effort
to prevent people from participating in
the process. It is just the opposite.
There are no mandatory spending lim-
its, as is suggested by the opponents of
the bill.

But we have another problem. That
is, Mr. President, that a lot of people
think it just cannot happen. | had this
experience in talking to editorial writ-
ers and constituents. They think this
can never happen. We have seen this
before, whether it is partisan or bipar-
tisan. It does not matter whether it is
after major electoral changes. It does
not matter that people think they have
heard this song before and it just can-
not happen, that Washington can never
clean itself up in this regard. | admit
this issue has been very difficult to
alter. What is different this time is
that we have a bipartisan effort. Maybe
the polls in the past have shown the
people do not rank this real high on
their list. However, as the Senator
from Arizona says, that is changing.

Maybe the reason it was not so high
on the list before was this sense that it
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could not happen. | remember the same
attitude about the deficit issue. When |
first started talking about the deficit
in 1990 and 1991, the consultants would
say nobody cares about that. The pub-
lic gets bored, they get glassy eyed on
that issue. After a while, people real-
ized that was a central issue. The same
thing happens here. Maybe it has been
tough to get this issue going because it
is not easy to understand. It is not as
easy as the effort that Senator McCAIN,
Senator WELLSTONE, and | all made on
the gift ban. That was so easy. All you
had to show was that people could get
free golf trips all over the country and
there was not much more to explain. It
is awful hard to vote for that. But this
is worse. This is even worse than the
gift-giving system that we finally
cracked down. | think there is reason
to believe that we can win tomorrow
and reason to believe that we will win,
whether tomorrow or in the near fu-
ture.

There are many reasons, but |
thought the vote we had in 1995 on the
floor of the Senate was a little clue.
That was when the former majority
leader, Senator Dole, came to the floor
to move to table an amendment | had
brought up to simply say that cam-
paign finance reform ought to be con-
sidered. | would have thought we would
have lost that vote. The majority lead-
er usually won, almost always won on
those kind of votes. We had 13 or 14
Members from the other side who came
over and joined us to make sure it got
on the agenda. Unfortunately, of
course, it took us almost a year to ac-
tually get out here and have a bill
come up, but it has finally happened.

How do | know this issue is stronger
than it was in the past? When | go to
my counties around the State to town
meetings for listening sessions, | usu-
ally make an introductory statement
—keep it short, because people have
been told | will listen to them; | only
give myself 5 minutes like | give every-
one else. | found this year when | mere-
ly said the words to my constituents, |
have signed on to a bipartisan bill con-
cerning campaign finance reform, even
before people knew who | signed on
with or what the bill did, there was tre-
mendous applause in the room. Many
times | just get blank stares after |
speak. This got major applause and re-
sponse every time, because people are
fed up. We have reached the time when
this bill and this issue will come to fru-
ition.

I want to say—all of us have this
same feeling who have cosponsored this
bill—this is not our perfect bill. It is
not the perfect bill for the Senator
from Arizona or the Senator from Min-
nesota. | introduced S. 46 in the first
day of the 104th Congress. That was a
lot closer to what | would prefer, the
Feingold bill. It included public financ-
ing, which | think is the best way to
go. That is my preference. | think it is
the preference of the Senator from
Minnesota, who has long been an advo-
cate of this issue.
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One of our responsibilities here in
this body is to know when it is time to
work with the other side and to give up
some of the things we really want so
we can move forward. | remember that
is exactly what the former majority
leader said in his farewell talk. If you
cannot get 100 percent, get 90 percent
today and get 10 percent later. | was
delighted when the Senator from Ari-
zona came to me and initiated this
process. The bill included some ideas
the Democrats had proposed before,
some the Republicans proposed before.
What struck me overall, it was a genu-
ine attempt to reach an accord between
the parties. You have to do that on an
issue like this. This is an issue where if
either side feels the other side has
somehow rigged the bill, it is all over.
That is why | am so proud of the sup-
port we have received for this bill.

One of the problems with reaching a
compromise is that you worry some
how those who have been real strong
advocates, especially out among the
public, will say, ‘“Wait a minute. This
is not good enough.” That could have
happened. As the Senator from Arizona
knows, just the opposite happened. We
have received enormous support. We
have 60 sponsors of the two bills in the
House and the Senate. It is almost
evenly divided on bipartisan lines in
the House. The lead author of this in
the Senate is a Republican, although
we do have more on the Democratic
side who have cosponsored it. It has
been supported vigorously by Common
Cause and Public Citizen, AARP, and
the United We Stand group that has
helped on this issue all across the
country. These are not necessarily po-
litical bedfellows, but on this issue
they came together.

As the Senator from Arizona indi-
cated, we have had enormous editorial
support all across the country—east,
west, north, south—from major news-
papers to minor newspapers. As | indi-
cated, we have the support of both the
President of the United States and Mr.
Ross Perot. What | have been im-
pressed by with regard to this support,
Mr. President, is that even though it
came out about a year ago, and this
bill has been delayed and delayed,
nonetheless, the support remains, and
the people who have advocated this bill
have kept the heat up.

Mr. President, why does the public
sense we absolutely have to move on
campaign finance reform at this point?
I think it is because people have finally
realized that the No. 1 issue that we
have to deal with in this country is
getting the big money out of policy-
making that goes on in Washington.

For me, the No. 1 substantive issue is
we have to balance the budget. If | had
to pick the one reform issue, the one
issue that is underlying all of this, it is
the issue of campaign finance reform.
Mr. President, why is it that people are
finally sensing what is going on? Just a
few of the statistics that are very trou-
bling: In a U.S. Senate race now, the
average winner spent in 1994, $4.5 mil-
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lion. That is what the average winner
needs. It is not good enough anymore
just to be a millionaire. You better
have a lot more than that. You better
have about $10 million if you want to
finance it yourself.

What about personal wealth con-
tributions? They have gone up dra-
matically in the last few elections. In
1990, only 4 percent of the money that
was spent on elections was from per-
sonal wealth, from individuals putting
in their own money. The same in 1992.
Suddenly, in 1994, 18 percent of all the
money spent on U.S. Senate elections
came from a dramatic increase in per-
sonal spending.

Mr. President, what about overall
spending? In 1990, it was a lot of
money—$494 million. In 1992, the spend-
ing in House and Senate races grew to
$702 million. Just 2 years later, it
jumped again to $784 million. The same
thing goes with the trend on out-of-
State contributions. After staying at 16
percent in 1990, in 1992, the percentage
of money iIn Senate elections that
comes from out of the State for a Sen-
ator is now 23 percent, and growing. So
these are not static concerns. These
are not trends that have always been
there or practices that have always
been there. These are rapidly increas-
ing trends in overall spending, out-of-
State spending, and the huge infusion
of personal money into campaigns.

I know this from my own campaign.
Everyone of us has our own story. For
me, all three of my opponents—both of
the primary candidates and the final
election candidate, the incumbent—
had all spent over what this bill sug-
gests as a limit by the time of the pri-
mary. That is about a $14 million or $15
million Senate race in Wisconsin,
which is certainly not a small State,
but it is not a real large State either.
It was a staggering sight for the people
in my State. Fortunately, for me, my
primary opponents felt so confident
that | was not a factor in the race, they
decided to turn all that money on each
other, causing the people to look for an
alternative. But we know that type of
thing is an exception to the rule. That
was just in a primary, not the general
election.

Mr. President, perhaps most disturb-
ing, though, is not the issue of how can
somebody finance their campaign, or
even the issue of what happens when
somebody is outgunned in a race, even
though one person may be more quali-
fied than the other. | think what the
American public realizes more than
anything else, and what really bothers
them the most, is they know that this
story does not end when the votes are
counted. It is not just a question of
who wins and who becomes a Senator.
They know that the very policies en-
acted in this Congress are altered in
some way or another by the presence of
all of this money in the process.

How does this happen? Well, one way
it happens is that in this town there
are, apparently, 13,500 people who are
lobbyists. They help with this process.
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They are not inactive in connecting
the campaign process to the policy
process. Let me give you one example
of what happens around here. | will
omit the names of those involved, but
it is just a sample so that nobody is
confused or puzzled about how some-
times what we decide to do out here is
somehow connected to what happens
during the campaigns.

Here is an invitation:

During this year’s congressional debate on
dairy policy, representative “‘blank’ has led
the charge for dairy farmers and coopera-
tives by supporting efforts to maintain the
milk marketing order program and expand
export markets abroad.

To honor his leadership, we are hosting a
fundraising breakfast for ‘‘blank’” on
Wednesday, December 6, 1995. To show your
appreciation to “blank,” please join us at Le
Mistral Restaurant for an enjoyable break-
fast with your dairy colleagues.

PAC’s throughout the industry are asked
to contribute $1,000. “Blank’ would prefer
that the checks be made to his leadership
fund. If your PAC is unable to comply with
this request, please make your PAC check to
“*blank’ for Congress.”’

Thank you for your support of our indus-
try’s legislative campaign this year and your
recognition of ‘“‘blank’s”” important role to-
ward achieving our objective.

Now, this is legal. I am not suggest-
ing anyone here has done anything le-
gally wrong. It is just what goes on in
this town. A vote is taken, and a fund-
raiser is held. | am not suggesting the
opposite, which would be wrong. But,
boy, it is a tight connection. That is
what is going on in this town, and that
is what the American people have come
to realize.

Earlier this year, a report was issued
by the Center for Responsive Politics.
It does show a relationship—at least an
arguable relationship—between cam-
paign contributions and the congres-
sional agenda. The list includes cattle
and sheep interests contributing over
$600,000 during the last election cycle,
while fighting to protect Federal graz-
ing policies to give them access to Fed-
eral lands at below-market prices. Min-
ing interests spent over $1 million in
1993 and 1994 on campaign contribu-
tions to Members of Congress while
trying to prevent reform of the 1872
mining law. Oil and gas interests con-
tributed over $6.1 million in the last
election cycle pushing for the alter-
native minimum tax. That is a change
that would cost the U.S. Treasury $15
billion.

So this problem affects everything,
including our deficit problem. If special
interest money can encourage us to
spend more money, or create more tax
loopholes, then it is part of the reason
we cannot balance our budget.

Mr. President, there are many other
issues that | wish to discuss, just as the
Senator from Arizona does, and there
will be time to do that. At some point,
we will lay out some of the specific
provisions of the bill. We will discuss in
detail the constitutional issues that I
know the Senator from Kentucky will
tenaciously raise, and we will certainly
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point out that, although they are inter-
esting arguments, they are not the ar-
guments that the U.S. Supreme Court
would ultimately follow. But | think it
will be a spirited debate.

Finally, | hope to get a chance to
stand again and talk about what this
means. Let me conclude by saying
what it means to me from the point of
view of someone who grew up believing
that everybody had a chance to run for
Congress or the Senate if they really
wanted to.

This summer, | will go to my 25th
high school class reunion at Janesville
Craig High School in Janesville. | am
looking forward to it, and | am eager
to see my former Democratic and Re-
publican friends—there were more Re-
publicans than Democrats in that
town, which taught me the value of bi-
partisan cooperation. Recently, | had a
chance, here in the Halls of the Cap-
itol, to meet with the political science
students from the another high school,
our crosstown rival, Janesville Parker.
They asked me what | was working on.
As | looked at them, | realized some-
thing had changed from 1971 when |
told people that maybe | would go into
politics someday. You know, in 1971,
nobody said, ‘“‘First, Russ, you have to
go out and raise about $5 million, or
you better become so connected to the
political structure in Washington, or
you are never going to be a Senator or
a Congressman.”” Nobody said that to
me, and | have had the good fortune to
be an exception to the rule here. But |
could not tell those Kkids 25 years later
that anyone of them had any reason-
able expectation to ever be elected to
this body, unless they become very,
very wealthy, or very, very well con-
nected.

To me, that is a little bit of a denial
of the American dream. It is not the
same thing as being able to buy a
house. It is not the same thing as not
having health care. | realize it has to
be down the list as compared to basic
necessities. But | still believe that the
right of every American to fairly par-
ticipate in this process is part of the
American dream. That is all our bill is
about, making sure, on a voluntary
basis, that every qualified American
has a fair chance to participate in the
process. That is what we are trying to
do.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, | will
not speak at length, having introduced
the debate. | want to provide a coun-
terpoint to the arguments that we have
had now with two speakers in favor of
the bill. I would like to make several
comments, one with respect to the
chart offered by my friend from Ari-
zona.

I was in this town when Richard
Nixon was President of the United
States and the loud outcry went up
that money was destroying politics;

the
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that we had to reform politics; that we
had to find a way to take the corrosive
support of money away from politics in
the wake of the Watergate scandal. The
solution that was crafted and debated
on this floor and ultimately passed was
the creation of the political action
committees [PAC’s]. PAC’s were touted
as the ultimate purifying process.
What could be better than a PAC?

I remember the debate very well. It
went this way. Instead of one individ-
ual being able to give Richard Nixon
$250,000—or, as Clement Stone did at
the time, $2.5 million—now you have a
circumstance where ordinary citizens
can get together and pool their money
in a political action committee, and for
efficiency purposes, the managers of
that committee will issue individual
single checks of no more than $5,000.

What could be better in cleaning up
politics than the creation of the politi-
cal action committees? Indeed, Mr.
President, | once worked for the man
who probably created the first political
action committee. His name was How-
ard Hughes.

At the Hughes organizations in Cali-
fornia, where people were constantly
coming to Mr. Hughes for political con-
tributions, he said, ‘““Let’s get all of the
employees together, let them contrib-
ute $5, $10, whatever is their choice,
into a single fund, and then let them
determine how that money will be
spent.”

The original Hughes political action
committee had every politician in Cali-
fornia coming before it to speak to the
employees because the candidate who
did a great job in front of that PAC
meeting would walk away with a check
for $50,000, $60,000, or $100,000, depend-
ing upon how the employees voted that
their PAC money was to be spent. | be-
lieve that was the model for the cre-
ation of the political action commit-
tee.

Now we see charts being given to us
telling us of the corrosive damaging in-
fluence of PAC’s.

It all comes down to a statement
that was made in an editorial in the
Wall Street Journal on the 4th of April.
I quote:

The bigger point here is that money and
politics is like water running downhill. Dam
up one avenue, and it will pool and meander
until it finds another way to break through.
Trying to regulate it is a fool’s errand, as
even some good government reformers are
beginning to understand.

If 1 could go back to the theme of my
opening statement, we are not talking
about, in the words of the Senator from
Wisconsin, reducing the flow of politi-
cal action money. We are talking about
redirecting the flow of political action
money with the kind of legislation that
is being offered here.

Back to the Wall Street Journal, an-
other editorial. This one that appeared
on the 2d of February 1996, which gives
an example of the kind of thing I was
talking about in my opening state-
ment.

What the reformers will not advertise is
that there is nothing much they can do
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about the special interests who decide to
spend money on their own, as they did to
great effect in Oregon. The AFL-CIO says it
devoted 35 full-time professionals and sent
out 350,000 pieces of partisan mail for the
cause. The Sierra Club and the League of
Conservation Voters spent $200,000 on 30,000
postcards, 100,000 telephone calls, and very
tough TV and radio spots accusing Repub-
lican Gordon Smith of voting against
ground-water protection, clean air, pesticide
limits, and recycling.

The editorial goes on:

The toughest was a Teamster radio spot
run on seven stations in five cities that in ef-
fect accused Mr. Smith of being an accom-
plice to murder because a l4-year-old boy
died in an accident at one of his companies.

Quoting the spot:

Gordon Smith owns companies where
workers get hurt and killed. He has repeat-
edly violated the law. Those are the facts.

The Journal goes on:

In fact, the young worker had died after a
fall in a grain elevator while being super-
vised by his father, who still works for Mr.
Smith and does not blame him. An analysis
of the ad in the liberal Oregonian newspaper
essentially concluded that the whole thing
was false. The ad was the work of consultant
Henry Sheinkopf, who is part of Bill Clin-
ton’s reelection team this year and likes to
say he believes in the politics of terror.

The editorial goes on:

Even Mr. Wyden felt compelled to criticize
the rhetoric of the ad, but since it was not
run by his campaign he couldn’t be blamed
for it even as it cut up his opponent. That is
the beauty of these independent expendi-
tures. They work for a candidate without
showing his fingerprints. Mr. Wyden took
the high road earlier this month and an-
nounced that both candidates should stop
negative campaigning, while his allies kept
dumping garbage on Mr. Smith through the
mail and on the airwaves.

Mr. President, that is the point |
made in my opening remark, and that
is the point I will keep coming back to
again and again until we recognize that
special interest money is more damag-
ing in the hands of special interests
going directly to the voter than it is in
the hands of a candidate who must be
accountable to the voter. We will be
missing the point in this whole debate.
Setting limitations? Oh, we are told
they are not mandatory, that they are
only driven by a voluntary incentive
system.

Ask Bob Dole about the voluntary in-
centive system he is laboring under. He
cannot spend any more money now
under this voluntary incentive system,
and President Clinton has $27 million
to spend because Bob Dole had to run
against Steve Forbes and Pat Bu-
chanan to win his nomination, and Bill
Clinton did not have to run against
anybody. So Bill Clinton has his $27
million raised for the primary that he
can spend in any way he wants, and
Bob Dole is forbidden by law. But, no,
that is not mandatory. That is a vol-
untary incentive system.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. BENNETT. Yes.

Mr. MCcCAIN. The Senator surely
knows that has nothing to do with the
legislation we are considering. That
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has to do campaign financing within
campaigns, which is not in this legisla-
tion.

I sympathize with the frustration of
the Senator from Utah. | was going to
talk about it later on. | understand, ac-
cording to some folks, that now you
can sleep in the Lincoln bedroom for
$130,000, but that has nothing to do
with the legislation that is being pro-
posed here, which those limitations im-
pose because of candidates taking tax-
payers’ money.

Mr. BENNETT. | agree completely
that the Senator from Arizona is cor-
rect, that this bill does not include
public financing. But may | get clari-
fication? The voluntary incentive sys-
tem does, in fact, if entered into by a
candidate for local office, produce a
limitation.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent to engage in a col-
loquy with the Senator from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STE-
VENS). Is there objection? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BENNETT. Is there, in fact, a
limitation if someone enters into the
voluntary incentive system?

Mr. McCAIN. There is no limitation.
What happens is that then the chal-
lenger who is running, who is not in
violation of the voluntary spending
limits, then receives extra incentives.

That is all there is to it. There is no
prohibition for anyone, and it allows
them to spend however much money
they want to spend. In the case of a
millionaire or a multimillionaire, say
from a small State, who wanted to
spend millions of dollars of his or her
own money, we would not allow that
person, as is the habit of these million-
aires, to raise all that money back. We
only allow them to raise $250,000 back,
and the rest of it he or she would have
to write off.

But there is no limit on the spending
that a person can make. They just lose
the incentives that are in the bill, and
the opponent who may not be nearly as
well funded has some extra incentive to
go along with it, the details of which |
will be glad to explain to the Senator
from Utah.

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Kentucky be allowed to enter the
colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, | do not
believe that that is according to the
rules of the Senate. | do not believe
that three—I do not believe that more
than two can engage in a colloquy. |
ask the Parliamentarian.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the Senate can engage
in such colloquy, Senators may engage
in such colloquy as they seek.

Mr. McCAIN. Then I ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from Wiscon-
sin be included in this colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Is there

Is there
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Mr. WELLSTONE. | ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from Min-
nesota be in this colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Very well, gentlemen. The
Chair will still ask that Senators seek
recognition through the Chair if there

is a dispute.
Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. | understand that
my friend and colleague from Min-
nesota is supposed to be at an event. |
will try to keep this short. But | would
say to my friend from Utah, | think the
answer to the question that was raised,
the whole issue of whether there is
spending in this bill, of course, there is.
It is referred to, Mr. President, as ‘‘vol-
untary’” when, in fact, it is voluntary
such as the following situation: You
are being held up and a fellow puts a
gun to your temple, and he says, “You
don’t have to give me your billfold, but
if you don’t, | am going to shoot you.”

So what happens to you in this situa-
tion, | say to my friend from Utah, is
that if you do not agree to the Govern-
ment-imposed speech limit on the cam-
paign, the following things happen to
you: You lose free broadcast time, 30
minutes; you lose the 50 percent broad-
cast discount; you lose a discounted
postage rate; your opponent gets a
higher contribution, individual con-
tribution limit.

As you can see, this is not terribly
voluntary. In fact, it is the part of the
bill that makes it unconstitutional.

Now, | did not stand up here to make
my major comments on this, but | did
want to just follow up on this PAC dis-
cussion because | know my friend from
Arizona had the PAC chart up. | used
to advocate, as a part of an overall
compromise back years ago when our
side was trying to put together an al-